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How much does it cost for a journalist to be 
critical in Montenegro? 
 
Introduction  officials have towards journalists and free 
press, calling media centers “the biggest 
problem.” 
 
Laws alone cannot secure freedom of 
expression; in order that every man present his 
views without penalty there must be spirit of 
tolerance in the entire population.” - Albert 
Einstein.1 
 
In general, legislation in Montenegro provides a 
solid basis for the development of the media 
community and the protection of free speech.5 
The inconsistent implementation of legislation, 
however, has remained a problem. The leaders 
of investigative journalism in Montenegro are 
“Vijesti”, “Dan” and “Monitor”, and these 
newspapers are under permanent attack by the 
courts as well as the executive government. 
 
The freedom of expression is a key 
precondition for fundamental human rights and 
sustainable development of democratic 
society. Freedom of expression and freedom of 
press allow people to express their opinions 
and share them with others. They allow 
criticism of those who are in power and are 
basic freedoms which are necessary in order to 
oppose government. No authority can be 
sacred where freedom to criticize exists.2 
Montenegro is one of the OSCE participating 
states that abolished a prison sentence for libel 
in 2011, which is a positive development. 
Nevertheless, civil courts continue to award 
disproportionately high compensation against 
journalists and media outlets for cases of 
libel.6 
 
According to the Universal Declaration of 
Human Rights, freedom of expression is the 
right of every individual to hold opinions 
without interference and to seek, receive and 
impart information and ideas through any 
media and regardless of frontiers.3 In practice, 
however, this fundamental human right is 
frequently restricted through various tactics, 
which include censorship, restrictive press 
legislation, harassment of journalists, imposing 
high fines, etc. 
This analysis will concentrate on the problem 
of unreasonable compensation for non-
pecuniary damages that are awarded by the 
Montenegrin courts against journalists. It will 
demonstrate what the international standards 
are and compare them with domestic practice 
in Montenegro. It is essential to influence 
existing practice whereby public officers and 
figures constantly sue media for alleged 
"mental suffering."   
The situation in Montenegro with regard to 
freedom of press is far from being perfect. 
Since the early 1990’s Milo Dukanović, the 
Prime Minister of Montenegro, has been a de 
facto key decision maker in Montenegro. In an 
interview with the state television station, he 
declared that there is no opposition in 
Montenegro, and the biggest problem is some 
media centers that are trying to stir chaos in 
the DPS (the Democratic Party of Socialists, the 
 is revealing of 
 governmental 
The analyses will firstly address the current 
situation of freedom of speech in Montenegro 
and writings of NGOs and international 
organizations about Montenegro, and will also 
present freedom of speech as a precondition to 
join the European Union. In the second part, it 
will address the practice of the European Court 
of Human Rights - cases against Montenegro, as 
well as other relevant case law. It will further 
refer to well-known cases initiated against 
Montenegrin journalists as well as facts of 
violence against them. At the end, it will 
underline the opinions of Montenegrin 
journalists and will develop recommendations 
tice. 
leading party).4 This statement
the attitude that Montenegrin
                                                        
1Albert Einstein, Out of My Later Years, Kensington 
Publishing Corp., page 13; "On Freedom", 1940 
in order to improve current prac
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2Frank Bealey, Allan G. Johnson, The Blackwell Dictionary 
of Political Science, Blackwell Publishers Ltd, page 137, 
1999 
3 The Universal Declaration of Human Rights, Article 19  
4 Montenegro – media and freedom of expression after EC’s 
progress report 2010, 29 September 2011 
http://www.monitor.co.me/index.php?option=com_conten
t&view=article&id=2905:montenegro--media-and-freedom-
of-expression-after-ecs-progress-report-2010-
&catid=1691:in-english&Itemid=2914 
5The Constitution of Montenegro, adopted in October 2007, 
Law on Electronic Media, adopted in 2010, etc.  
6Organization for Security and Co-operation in Europe The 
Representative on Freedom of the Media Miklós Haraszti, 
The State of Media Freedom in Montenegro Observations 
and Recommendations, 13 November 2008  
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1. Executive Summary 
 
As a matter of fact, those who most frequently initiate lawsuits against journalists in 
Montenegro are representatives of political parties, business sector elites and persons 
widely suspected of involvement in organized crime.7 Most journalists and editors consider 
that political and business pressure is a major threat to media freedom.8 In order to ensure 
safe working conditions for journalists, changes in the mindsets of public officials are 
needed.9 The most severe occurrence was the assassination of Dusko Jovanovic, editor in 
chief of “Dan” in 2004.10 So far, it has not been fully investigated, and public is not aware 
who actually ordered his assassination.  
 
Journalists in Montenegro also remain subject to physical attacks and severe fines in the 
last several years. Court trials and physical attacks on journalists have earned Montenegro 
one of the bottom positions in the region concerning media.11 In 2011-2012, according to 
Reporters Without Borders, Montenegro ranked 107th out of 179 countries. The same 
data in 2013 is even less promising for Montenegro, since it went backwards by 6 steps, 
and is on 113th place out of 179 countries. Whereas Kosovo is ranked 85th, Serbia 
63th, Croatia is 64th, Bosnia and Herzegovina 68th.12 
 
The government of Montenegro decriminalized libel in July 2011. But recent domestic court 
cases show that civil law combined with disproportionally high fines can also endanger 
journalism in Montenegro.13 Fines against media and individual journalists remain much 
higher than those established by the case law of the European Court for Human Rights 
(ECHR). In November 2011, the ECHR ruled that Montenegro had violated the European 
Convention on Human Rights by fining journalist Veseljko Koprivica 5,000 Euro for 
defamation in 200414 (see the further discussion of the case below on page 15).  
The fines given to journalist by Montenegrin domestic courts are usually much higher than 
4 to 6 month average wages (which is the practice of the European Court of Human Rights). 
That is the reason why an international ranking of Montenegro’s level of freedom of 
information is one of the lowest in Balkan region.15 
 
According to Human Rights Action (HRA), there were close to 30 civil cases against 
“Dan”, with claims amounting more than 1 million Euro by October 2012. Some 23 
complaints, with claims approaching 2 million Euro, have been lodged against the daily 
“Vijesti.”And there were nine cases against the weekly “Monitor”, with plaintiffs 
claiming more than 200,000 Euro in damages by the end of 2012.16 
According to the data provided by the executive director of “Monitor”, in 2013 already 9 
journ ongoing court proceedings in which a material reimbursement alists of “Monitor” have 
                                                        
7 Freedom House, Nations in Transit 2012 - Montenegro, 6 June 2012, available at: 
http://www.refworld.org/docid/4fd5dd293e.html [accessed 10 May 2013] 
8 IPI releases report on press freedom mission, Vienna, February, 2012, 
http://www.ifex.org/montenegro/2012/02/29/mission_report/ 
9State of Media Freedom in Montenegro, Observations and Recommendations, OSCE, Representative of freedom of Media, 
Miklos Haraszti, November 2008.http://www.osce.org/fom/34933 
10  Journalists Killed – Dushko Jovanovic, Committee to Protect Journalists, May 28, 2004, in Podgorica, 
http://www.cpj.org/killed/2004/dusko-jovanovic.php 
11Journalist’s jail sentence raises media freedom concerns, Katica Djurovic, Southeast European Times, Podgorica, May, 
12http://setimes.com/cocoon/setimes/xhtml/en_GB/features/setimes/features/2012/05/08/feature-03 
12Four-Month Jail Term For Libel Seen As Test for EU Membership, Reporters Without Borders, April, 2012. 
http://en.rsf.org/four-month-jail-term-for-libel-20-04-2012,42335.html Montenegro: Journalist’s jail sentence raises media 
freedom concerns, Center for International Media Assistance, May, 2012 http://cima.ned.org/montenegro-journalists-jail-
sentence-raises-media-freedom-concerns 
13See chapter 4.2 of this analysis for specific domestic cases.  
14Case of  Koprivica v. Montenegro, Application no. 41158/09, Strasbourg, 22 November 2011 
15 Montenegro – media and freedom of expression after EC’s progress report 2010, 29 September 2011 
http://www.monitor.co.me/index.php?option=com_content&view=article&id=4076:montenegro-media-and-freedom-of-
expression-regular-report-2012&catid=1691:in-english&Itemid=2914 
16 ibid. p.15  
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is asked from them.17 The overall amount of money asked by the appellants is 
approximately 270 000 Euro and the overall amount awarded by the Court is 24 200 Euro. 
The reasons for suing in all the cases are the same: libel and damage to reputation. As for 
the year of 2012, there were 17 court cases against “Monitor’s” journalists – out of 17 
cases, there were 5 cases when journalists were acquitted and 5 cases where journalists 
pleaded guilty, the rest of the cases are appealed in the higher court and thereby ongoing. 
Among the list of applicants there are former opposition leaders, a senior official of the 
National Security Agency, a judge, a former minister, a businessman (according to Serbian 
police linked to drug smuggling).  
 
The elimination of imprisonment as a punishment for libel is a positive development. 
However, this should go further in Montenegro. Journalist should not be fined for being 
critical, and journalistic mistakes should not be punished. Such reforms should go together 
with a determination that such fines should be calculated in a proportion that reflects the 
gravity of the offense.18 
                                                        
17Milka Tadic Mijovic, a director of weekly “Monitor”, interview, 24 June, 2013 
18State of Media Freedom in Montenegro, Observations and Recommendations, OSCE, Representative of freedom of Media, 
Miklos Haraszti, November 2008.http://www.osce.org/fom/34933 
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2.  Main Observations on Freedom of Press in Montenegro  
 
2.1. Brief Overview of Montenegrin Legislation 
Media legislation in Montenegro is generally in line with international standards. 
Montenegro’s constitution and media laws provide a legal framework for the freedoms of 
speech and press, and the development of media. The Constitution of Montenegro, 
adopted in October 2007, guarantees freedom of expression “through speech, the written 
word, pictures or any other way” (Article 47), as well as freedom of the press (Article 49), 
prohibition of censorship (Article 50) and access to information (Article 51).19 
 
However, the provisional guarantees of the Montenegrin Constitution are criticized by the 
influential international NGO “Article 19.” “Article 19” believes that the Constitution of 
Montenegro fails to establish strong guarantees for freedom of expression. Some of the 
more serious problems are as follows: restrictions on freedom of expression are not 
required to be prescribed by law or to be necessary in a democratic society.20 
 
In 2010 there were improvements in laws governing the media, with the adoption of a new 
Law on Electronic Media and amendments to the criminal code that mandated publication 
of court verdicts in defamation cases as an alternative to fines. The new Law on Electronic 
Media regulates the rights and responsibilities of those in broadcast media, while seeking 
to promote media pluralism. Also there is no prison sentence for libel from 2011, which 
will be further discussed below. The problem is that this solid legislative framework is not 
backed up by adequate implementation, and existing practices show a different aspect of 
the media picture.21 
 
2.2. General Situation of the Media in Montenegro  
 
The media environment is very diverse and pluralism has been strengthening in recent 
years in Montenegro. From the data of 2012, even in such a small country as Montenegro 
there are 23 television stations, 53 radio stations, 4 daily print outlets, 3 weekly 
newspapers, and 30 monthly newspapers operating. Broadcast and print media occasionally 
play the role of political opposition in Montenegro, whereas the public broadcaster has 
been accused of favoring the government in its news coverage.22 
The Pressure on independent media has continued throughout the whole last decade in 
Montenegro. Powerful individuals inside and outside government pressed charges and 
sought high financial compensation for their “mental sufferings.” In 2010, the daily 
newspaper “Vijesti” faced 29 ongoing lawsuits with collective compensation claims of 
about 1.1 million Euro. At the same time, “Dan” was saddled with 35 ongoing lawsuits 
seeking a combined 350,000 Euro. The weekly “Monitor” had four ongoing suits, and in 
cases over the last couple of years its journalists have been ordered to pay 29,989.86 Euro. 
The requested and, in many cases, court-awarded amounts are not harmonized with 
European law and represent a serious obstacle to press freedom in Montenegro.23 
Fines are not the only problem journalists in Montenegro have to deal with. Journalists are 
often beaten up and physically assaulted. Representatives of the independent newspaper 
 main targets of anonymous attacks. Consequently, the OSCE 
o the Foreign and Interior Ministers of Montenegro that these 
“Vijesti” continued to be the
media representative wrote t
                                                        
19 Constitution of Montenegro, 2007 
20Montenegro: New Constitution: weak on freedom of expression, Article 19, May 2007. 
http://www.article19.org/data/files/pdfs/press/montenegro-constitution-pr.pdf 
Freedom of expression Article 47 – The Constitution of Montenegro  
“Everyone shall have the right to freedom of expression by speech, writing, picture or in some other manner. 
The right to freedom of expression may be limited only by the right of others to dignity, reputation and honor and if it 
threatens public morality or the security of Montenegro.” 
21Montenegro, Nations in Transit, 2011 http://www.freedomhouse.org/report/nations-transit/2011/montenegro 
22ibid.  
23ibid. 
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crimes "seriously undermine media freedom in Montenegro and create a chilling effect for 
the entire media community."24 
 
Another problem is that journalists are not highly paid, and combined with poor training 
and political and business influence, this might lead to biased coverage. It has been noted 
in the report of US Department of State that a deep division between pro-government and 
opposition media, manifested by mutual accusations in the public sphere, have prevented 
the establishment of a functional self-regulation mechanism for the journalists in 
Montenegro.25 
 
2.3. Attitude of the Montenegrin Government Towards the Press  
In many public appearances the Prime Minister of Montenegro and leader of the ruling 
political party DPS, Milo Djukanovic have continued the campaign against the independent 
media. On more than one occasion Djukanovic has repeated that media and civil 
activists represent a major barrier on the Montenegrin road towards Europe, that they 
chase away foreign investors by writing about corruption and organized crime, and that 
they want to bring down the current administration by all the means possible.26 Such 
statements are clearly unacceptable in a democratic society.  
Media completely or partially funded by the government publish information about the 
representatives of independent media, using hate language and falsities. Female 
journalists and civil activists are called prostitutes, while owners and male journalists are 
presented as fools, animals and national traitors.27 
 
2.4. Decriminalization of defamation  
 
In the recent past, Montenegro had been criticized for criminal defamation laws that were 
used to place pressure on the media. Subsequently, in July 2011, as part of a broad reform 
of its criminal code, Montenegro fully decriminalized defamation and libel, leaving them 
entirely a matter for civil litigation, with monetary compensation as the only possible 
sanction.28 
Universal Periodic Review (UPR), which became a very important tool for revising each UN 
member states’ practice, underlines the importance of independence of journalists and 
their protection from criminal liability for acting in the interest of public. As for the civil-
law protection, the Law on Obligations in Montenegro stipulates, inter alia, that for the 
mental anguish caused by damage to reputation, honour, freedom or rights of person, the 
Court, if it finds that circumstances of the case and particularly the intensity of the pains 
and their duration, will award monetary compensation.29However, the courts in 
Montenegro never adjudicate intensity and duration of the pain and compensations are 
awarded without valid reasoning.  
 
The Supreme Court of Montenegro has adopted guidelines regulating the level of 
compensation in defamation cases against the media in keeping European standards and 
t n Court of Human Rights. How these guidelines are used in he case law of the Europea
                                                        
24United States Department of State, 2011 Country Reports on Human Rights Practices - Montenegro, 24 May 2012, 
available at: http://www.refworld.org/docid/4fc75a7c2.html [accessed 10 May 2013] 
25 United States Department of State, 2011 Country Reports on Human Rights Practices - Montenegro, 24 May 2012,  
available at: http://www.refworld.org/docid/4fc75a7c2.html [accessed 10 May 2013] - 
http://www.refworld.org/country,,,ANNUALREPORT,MNE,,4fc75a7c2,0.html 
26Montenegro – media and freedom of expression, regular progress report 2012, 27 December 2012 
http://www.monitor.co.me/index.php?option=com_content&view=article&id=4076:montenegro-media-and-freedom-of-
expression-regular-report-2012&catid=1691:in-english&Itemid=2914 
27 ibid.  
28 United States Department of State, 2011 Country Reports on Human Rights Practices - Montenegro, 24 May 2012,  
available at: http://www.refworld.org/docid/4fc75a7c2.html [accessed 10 May 2013] - 
http://www.refworld.org/country,,,ANNUALREPORT,MNE,,4fc75a7c2,0.html 
29Universal Periodic Review, Human Rights Council, National Report submitted in accordance with paragraph 5 of the annex 
to Human Rights Council resolution 16/21, February 2013, para. 76 
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practice and implemented is questionable. However, since the government decriminalized 
defamation in July 2011, the European Commission has reported a decrease in the number 
of court cases filed against journalists.30 
In general, the decriminalization of defamation obtained a very positive reaction from 
international organizations. “The decision is significant in creating a positive working 
environment in which journalists can function more freely,” - stated the Head of the OSCE 
Mission to Montenegro, Ambassador Sarunas Adomavicius. He emphasized that Montenegro 
has taken a positive step forward on freedom of speech. “The possibility of facing criminal 
charges for expressing an opinion on a public figure causes a chilling effect on the media. It 
is the media’s duty in a modern democracy to encourage public debate without fear of 
reprisals in the criminal courts,” -declared Dunja Mijatović, from the OSCE Mission to 
Montenegro and the OSCE Representative on Freedom of the Media.31 
 
Now the key challenge is the “mental suffering” cases against journalist where public 
officials request immense amounts of money as fines. This can be a large obstacle for 
freedom of press, unless an attitude is changed.  
2.5. What NGOs and International Organizations Say About the Current 
Situation? 
As the International Press Institute (IPI) reports, despite the prompt condemnations of the 
previous attacks against journalists, the Montenegrin authorities have not been effective in 
creating an environment in which journalists can work free from pressure.32 
According to a previous publication of MANS, in 69 civil cases held within 2006-2011 years, 
over 13 million Euro was claimed in total from the media and journalists.33 Courts accepted 
claims in 15 cases, with the total amount payable by the media and journalists of some 140 
000 Euro. The largest amount of compensation for non-pecuniary damages against 
journalists in Montenegro was 33 000 Euro and the lowest 500 Euro.34 
 
As Freedom House reports, in 2010 libel was punishable with high fines of up to 14,000 
Euro in Montenegro. In 2010, there were a number of libel cases brought against journalists 
who had covered connections between government officials and organized crime.35 
 
Pursuant to Amnesty International’s report on Montenegro, “journalists and some NGOs 
continue to be threatened and intimidated. Public officials brought defamation 
proceedings against journalists, resulting in heavy fines. […] In October 2011, the State 
Prosecutor refused to provide the NGO “Human Rights Action” with information on the 
progress of 14 criminal proceedings in which they had an interest, including the 2007 
threats to the life of Aleksandar Zeković, member of the Committee for Civic Control of 
Police.”36 
 
On the other hand, as Freedom House underlines, the professionalism of Montenegrin 
media is also lacking in many cases. Media tend to take a political role in deciding whose 
voice should be heard and to what extent based on their own preferences, and do not 
report objectively. As a result, despite the large number of media options, they produce a 
limited rang  social viewpoints.e of political and
                                                       
37 
 
30 Freedom House, Freedom of the Press 2013, Montenegro http://www.freedomhouse.org/report/freedom-
press/2013/montenegro 
31 OSCE welcomes Montenegro’s decriminalization of speech offences, Press Release, July 2011 
http://www.osce.org/montenegro/80808 
32 The global network defending and promoting free expression, IPI condemns physical attack on journalist Olivera Lakic, 8 
March, 2012 http://www.ifex.org/montenegro/2012/03/08/lakic_attacked/ 
33What is the price of freedom of speech? Freedom of expression of the media and the civil society: An analysis of the legal 
framework and the case law in Montenegro. MANS, civil rights defenders, 2011. p. 35. 
34ibid 
35Freedom of the Press 2011, Montenegrohttp://www.freedomhouse.org/report/freedom-press/2011/montenegro 
36Amnesty International, Annual Report 2011, Montenegro http://www.amnesty.org/en/region/montenegro/report-
2011#section-94-5 
37Freedom House, Nations in Transit 2012 - Montenegro, 6 June 2012, available at: 
  
How Much Does It Cost For a Journalist To Be Critical In Montenegro? 
 
  8
Non-Pecuniary Damages For “Mental Suffering” Cases Against Journalists In Montenegro 
 
2.6. Freedom of Expression as a Precondition to Join the European Union 
 
The improvement of media freedom is one of the key indicators of a country's readiness to 
become a member of the European Union. Enlargement criterion involves a commitment to 
democracy, good governance and political accountability. Accordingly, no country can join 
the EU without guaranteeing freedom of expression as a basic human right.38 
 
Protecting freedom of expression and freedom of the media is one of the main challenges 
facing enlargement countries. Political interference in media and various forms of 
harassment, including violence against journalists, are topical issues in the societies of the 
Western Balkans. Improving this situation inevitably goes beyond a simple transposition of 
the EU rules: it calls for behavioural and cultural change in politics, judiciary and media.39 
 
In a Progress Report in 2010, the European Commission emphasized seven areas, 
including press freedom and freedom of expression that should be improved so 
Montenegro could get a date to start negotiations on the EU membership. Subsequently, 
the government of Montenegro publicly declared commitment to changes and fulfillment of 
the tasks.40 As already mentioned above, a bill was introduced to decriminalize defamation 
- so the government of Montenegro seems to be willing to adopt the laws, but not ready 
yet to properly implement them. It is not ready to make sure that media outlets operate 
independently and without fear. The assassination of journalist Dushko Jovanovic in 2004 
was never resolved, physical attacks on most of the journalist were not resolved and those 
committing it were not sanctioned, if sanctioned the compensation was very low, 
especially compared to the compensation that are given against journalists.  
“The freedom of expression is a key part of the political criteria that the European 
Commission is assessing on Montenegro's EU membership application, “- Clive Rumbold said 
(The former head of the EU delegation's political section). He underlined that the legal 
framework is important, but a healthy media is not just the result of law, but also requires 
effective self-regulation.41 
In the area of fundamental rights and freedom of expression in Montenegro, the European 
Commission has identified some progress.42 However, a 2012 European Parliament briefing 
cites Montenegro’s relatively low international ranking on press freedom. It also highlights 
a backlog of defamation and other court cases against media and journalists.43 
                                                                                                                                                                             
http://www.refworld.org/docid/4fd5dd293e.html [accessed 10 May 2013] 
38Article 49, Article 2 of the Lisbon TreatyOfficial Journal C 115, 09/05/2008 P. 0001 - 0388 
39Freedom of expression and media, Enlargement, European Commission http://ec.europa.eu/enlargement/policy/policy-
highlights/media-freedom/index_en.htm 
40Montenegro – media and freedom of expression after EC’s progress report 2010, 29 September 2011 
http://www.monitor.co.me/index.php?option=com_content&view=article&id=2905:montenegro--media-and-freedom-of-
expression-after-ecs-progress-report-2010-&catid=1691:in-english&Itemid=2914 
41Freedom of expression a fundamental principle of freedom, Delegation of the European Union to Montenegro, June 2010. 
http://www.delmne.ec.europa.eu/code/navigate.php?Id=917 
42Freedom House, Freedom of the Press 2013, Montenegro http://www.freedomhouse.org/report/freedom-
press/2013/montenegro 
43Library Briefing, Library of the European Parliament, Montenegro: which challenges for EU accession? May, 2013.  
http://www.europarl.europa.eu/RegData/bibliotheque/briefing/2013/130500/LDM_BRI(2013)130500_REV1_EN.pdf 
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3. ECHR Standards and Case Law 
 
 
The European Court of Human Rights has repeatedly emphasised that Article 10 (right to 
freedom of expression) safeguards not only the substance and contents of information and 
ideas, but also the means of transmitting them. The press has been accorded the broadest 
scope of protection in the ECHR’s case law. The ECHR notes that laws alone cannot secure 
freedom of expression; in order that every man present his views without penalty there 
must be spirit of tolerance in the entire population.44 
Two cases decided by the ECHR against Montenegro refer to freedom of expression and it is 
essential to discuss them in this analyses. 
3.1. Case of Koprivica v. Montenegro  
This case is about an article that was published in a Montenegrin weekly magazine, 
“Liberal” in 1994. A special correspondent wrote the article from the Hague, who reported 
that many journalists from the former Yugoslavia were going to be tried for incitement to 
war before the International Criminal Tribunal for the former Yugoslavia (ICTY), including 
sixteen journalists from Montenegro. The article named the two ICTY officials who had 
allegedly prepared the file and then went on to list the names of the sixteen journalists in 
question. The applicant was the editor-in-chief of the Liberal – Veseljko Koprivica. In 1995 
one of the sixteen journalists whose name had appeared in the article filed a compensation 
claim against the applicant. The ICTY informed the Court of First Instance in Podgorica that 
it had no information whatsoever concerning punishment of Montenegrin journalists.45 
The Court of First Instance of Podgorica ordered the applicant and the magazine’s founder, 
jointly, to pay him the sum of 5,000 Euro for the non-pecuniary damage suffered. On the 
basis of the ICTY’s statement, the court found that the published assertions had not been 
true. However, the domestic court refused to hear the author of the article, considering it 
unnecessary in the light of the information provided by the ICTY.  
After exhausting all the previous court instances, in 2008 the Supreme Court in Podgorica 
awarded the damages of 5,000 Euro and costs of 2,677 Euro. It is important to note 
that the applicant’s pension between 2004 and 2008 ranged between 170 and 300 Euro 
per month. The ECHR observed that the domestic courts refused to hear the witnesses 
proposed. The Court also acknowledged that the domestic courts took a restricted 
approach to the matter by refusing the applicant’s proposals to hear relevant witnesses. 
However, the ECHR did not consider it necessary to take a firm stance on these matters, 
because it is in any event of the view that the damages awarded against the applicant 
were disproportionate.46 
 
In particular, the ECHR found that the damages and costs awarded were very substantial 
when compared to the applicant’s income at the time, being roughly 25 times greater 
than the applicant’s pension. While the Government contested that the applicant’s 
pension was his only income, they failed to submit any evidence to the contrary. In any 
event, the ECHR considered that the damages and costs he was ordered to pay to the 
plaintiff were very substantial even when compared to the highest incomes in the 
respondent state in general. In conclusion, the Court found that the award of damages and 
costs in the present case were disproportionate to the legitimate aim served. It followed 
that the interference with the applicant’s right to freedom of expression was not 
“necessary in a democratic society.”   Therefore, there was a violation of Article 10 of the 
Convention.47 
                                                        
44 Protection of journalist sources, ECHR, Press Unit, April, 2013  
http://www.echr.coe.int/Documents/FS_Journalistic_sources_ENG.pdf 
45 Case of  Koprivica v. Montenegro, Application no. 41158/09, Strasbourg, 22 November 2011 
46 ibid 
47 ibid 
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This court ruling is a great encouragement for media in Montenegro, since in the last few 
years “Vijesti”, “Dan”, and “Monitor” have paid over 300 000 Euro for alleged libel and for 
the alleged pain and suffering of the plaintiffs (Prime Minister Djukanovic and the close 
representatives of his business elite included).  
 
3.2. Case of Sabanovic v. Montenegro and Serbia 
 
Another ECHR judgement against Montenegro is Sabanovic v. Montenegro and Serbia. The 
basic facts of the case are as follows: in 2003 a Montenegrin daily newspaper published an 
article about the quality of the water in the Herceg-Novi area. The article stated that all 
of the current water sources contained various bacteria. These assertions were based on a 
report produced by the Institute for Health, which had been requested by the Chief State 
Water Inspector. 48 
Subsequently, the Chief Inspector lodged a private criminal action against the applicant for 
defamation, claiming that the latter’s statements in the article were untrue and, 
therefore, harmful to his honour and reputation. The applicant proposed that the court 
should read the article “Taps full of bacteria” to understand the context in which the 
impugned statement had been made. The court refused to read the newspaper article as 
that would only have delayed the proceedings and, in any event, it was not relevant for 
the proceedings at issue. The journalist resorted to all domestic legal remedies and then 
addressed to the ECHR claiming that his right of freedom of expression was violated.  
As the ECHR has often observed, freedom of expression is applicable not only to 
“information” or “ideas” that are favourably received or regarded as inoffensive, but also 
to those that offend, shock or disturb. The Court has also already upheld the right to 
impart, in good faith, information on matters of public interest even where the statements 
in question involved untrue and damaging statements about private individuals. The Court 
emphasised in this connection that senior civil servants acting in an official capacity are 
subject to wider limits of acceptable criticism than private individuals. 
 
The Court noted that the final criminal judgment at issue obviously amounted to an 
interference with the applicant’s right to freedom of expression. “Even though the 
applicant criticised the Chief Inspector, this criticism concerned his behaviour and 
attitudes in his capacity as an official, rather than his private life. Senior civil servants 
acting in an official capacity are subject to wider limits of acceptable criticism than 
private individuals. For the Court, the applicant’s remarks, even if it is accepted that they 
were a statement of fact rather than a value judgment, were not a gratuitous attack on 
the Chief Inspector but rather, from the applicant’s perspective, a robust clarification of a 
matter under discussion which was of great public interest.”49Accordingly, there has been 
a violation of Article 10 of the Convention. 
elite schools were wrongly
                                                       
 
 
3.3. Other Relevant Case Law of ECHR  
 
 
3.3.1. Bozhkov v. Bulgaria, Kasabova v. Bulgaria 
 
There are other cases in the practice of the ECHR where journalists were wrongfully 
suppressed on a national level and where the ECHR held that freedom of expression was 
violated and compensation awarded was unreasonably high.  
 
In two cases, journalists reporting on irregularities in the admission procedure for Bulgarian 
 sanctioned: the cases concerned the complaints of two 
 
48 Case of Sabanovic v. Montenegro and Serbia, Application no. 5995/06, Strasbourg, 31 May 2011 
49Ibid. para 41.  
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journalists that were found guilty of defamation and were made to pay huge sums in 
compensation for their statements made in articles published in the Bulgarian press. The 
articles stated, among other things, that four experts from the Burgas inspectorate of the 
Ministry of Education and Science would be fired for corruption if the Minister accepted the 
findings made by his representatives after an inquiry following a bribe-taking alert. 
Following the publication of the articles, the experts in question brought criminal 
complaints against both Ms Kasabova and MrBozhkov and asked for compensation for being 
falsely accused of an offence and for suffering damage to their reputation as a result of the 
articles.50 
 
The Bulgarian courts found against Ms Kasabova and Mr Bozhkov, and ordered them to pay 
in total respectively around 3,797 Euro and 3,221 Euro as fines, damages and costs. Both 
journalists struggled for years to pay those amounts as the first one equalled almost 70 
minimum monthly salaries (and more than 35 monthly salaries of Ms Kasabova), and the 
second one - more than 57 minimum monthly salaries. Relying mainly on Article 10, the 
applicants complained about their conviction and punishment about writing the articles in 
question.51 
 
The ECHR emphasised that if the national courts applied an overly rigorous approach when 
examining the professional conduct of journalists, they could be unduly deterred from 
discharging their function of keeping the public informed. The courts had, therefore, to 
take into account the likely impact of their rulings not only on the individual cases before 
them but also on the media in general. Having considered the circumstances of each case, 
the ECHR concluded that the sanctions imposed on Ms Kasabova and Mr Bozhkov had been 
excessive, disproportionate when compared to the damage caused by the articles to the 
reputation of the four experts, and had had a huge potential chilling effect on the 
applicants and other journalists alike. Accordingly, there had been a violation of Article 10 
in both cases.52 
 
Furthermore, under Article 41, the Court held that Bulgaria was to pay to Ms Kasabova and 
Mr Bozhkov respectively 2,800 and 9,851 Bulgarian Leva (BGN) as regards pecuniary 
damage, 2,000 Euro and 5,000 Euro in respect of non-pecuniary damage.53 
 
 
3.3.2 Lepojic v. Serbia 
 
This case concerned the applicant's conviction for criminal defamation in relation to 
an article written by him about the Mayor of Babusnica. In his article, Mr Lepojic argued 
that Mr P.J. could no longer be the mayor of the Municipality of Babusnica because he had 
been expelled from his political party and was therefore not legally allowed to remain in 
post. The applicant also criticised what he called the mayor's "nearly insane" (“sumanuto”) 
spending of municipality money on sponsorships and gala lunches.54 
 
In response to the publication of the article, the mayor filed a private criminal action 
against the applicant who was found guilty of criminal defamation on the basis of his 
reference to "nearly insane" spending of municipality money on sponsorships and gala 
lunches. The journalist was ordered to pay CSD 120,000 in compensation plus interest and 
costs of CSD 39,000, which was then equivalent to approximately 1,970 Euro. The domestic 
Serbian court reasoned that the honour of the mayor was more important than that of an 
ordinary individual. On appeal the award for costs was reduced to CSD 24,200, then 
equivalent to approximately 295 Euro. 
 
                                                        
50Bozhkov v. Bulgaria; Application no. 3316/0419 April 2011, Kasabova v. Bulgaria Application no. 22385/0319 April 2011 
51 ibid. 
52 ibid.  
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The ECHR noted that the final criminal and civil judgments at issue undoubtedly 
constituted an interference with the applicant's right to freedom of expression.  
Concerning whether the criminal conviction and the compensation awarded were 
proportionate to the legitimate aim pursued, the Court noted that the applicant had 
clearly written the article in question in the run-up to an election and he referred to the 
mayor in his capacity as a politician. The target of the applicant's criticism was the mayor, 
himself a public figure, and the word "insane" was obviously not used to describe the 
mayor's mental state but rather to explain the manner in which he had allegedly been 
spending local taxpayers' money. 
 
In any event, although the applicant's article contained some strong language, it was not a 
gratuitous personal attack and focused on issues of public interest rather than the mayor's 
private life. The reasoning of the criminal and civil courts in Serbia, in ruling against 
the applicant, was not "sufficient", given the amount of compensation and costs 
awarded (equivalent to approximately eight average monthly salaries in Serbia at the 
relevant time) as well as the suspended fine which could, under certain circumstances, 
have been converted into a prison term. The Court concluded that there had been a 
violation of Article 10. 
 
To sum up, in the case law discussed above the ECHR noted that the fine of 5000 Euros, 
3700 Euro, 3200 Euro and even 250 Euro (since 250 Euro amounted to approximately 
eight average monthly salaries in Serbia at that time) was unreasonably big fine for a 
journalist. This case law and tendency developed by the ECHR should be taken into 
consideration by the Montenegrin courts while ordering fines for journalists.  
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4. Cases Against Journalists  
 
4.1. General Overview  
 
This chapter will outline the violent cases against Montenegrin journalists who were not 
only fined for their journalistic work, but physically insulted and even murdered.  
During the last decade, Montenegro has witnessed a disturbing series of violent acts against 
journalists. Some serious cases are still unresolved. The OSCE media freedom commitments 
demand enhanced governmental concern for safe working conditions for journalists since a 
crime against a journalist is not a “normal" crime, but an attack against one of the 
foundations of a democratic society.55 
Lawsuits against independent media in Montenegro are usually initiated by representatives 
of political and business elite, but also by the suspects from the organized crime ranks. 
Among plaintiffs against daily newspapers “Vijesti” and “Dan”, and the weekly “Monitor”, 
are former prime minister Milo Djukanovic, suspected drug dealer Safet Kalic, cigarette 
trafficker Stanko Subotic Cane, and the war minister of interior in Serbia Tomislav Kovac, 
suspected for war crimes. Some of the cases have been concluded with high fines against 
independent media, while others are still underway.56 
There are also attacks against newspaper assets in Montenegro. For example, in 2011 
unknown individuals set fire to company vehicles owned by “Vijesti.” The perpetrator(s) of 
these crimes have not been found, and there are no signs of progress in the investigation. 
Some link the attacks to statements by former Prime Minister Milo Dukanović in which he 
called independent media unprofessional and politically motivated.57 
 
4.2. List of Cases Against Journalists  
This part of the analysis outlines some of the important cases initiated against journalist in 
Montenegro and the violent acts towards them.  
- Case of Olivera Lakic– March 2012: In March 2012, investigative journalist Olivera Lakic 
was beaten in front of her home in Podgorica after writing a series of articles about the 
business practices of the Tara tobacco factory in Mojkovac, as well as the Montenegro 
Tobacco Company. After that, Ms Lakic and her family were threatened in several ways, 
while the police tried to minimize and cover up the case instead of investigating it 
thoroughly and protecting the journalist. A few days after the attack, the police arrested 
one person, who, according to Ms Lakic's best knowledge, did not have any motive to 
assault her. She announced her withdrawal from journalism, until the state authorities 
resolved the case.58 Vienna-based South East Europe Media Organisation (SEEMO), an 
affiliate of the International Press Institute (IPI), strongly condemned the brutal physical 
attack on Olivera Lakic.59 
 
- Case of Veselin Drljevic - February 2012: In February of 2012, the editor of daily “Dan” 
Veselin Drljevic and the photographer of this paper were assaulted by a group of people 
                                                        
55State of Media Freedom in Montenegro, Observations and Recommendations, OSCE, Representative of freedom of Media,  
Miklos Haraszti, November 2008.http://www.osce.org/fom/34933 
56Montenegro – media and freedom of expression after EC’s progress report 2010, 29 September 2011 
http://www.monitor.co.me/index.php?option=com_content&view=article&id=2905:montenegro--media-and-freedom-of-
expression-after-ecs-progress-report-2010-&catid=1691:in-english&Itemid=2914 
57Freedom House, Nations in Transit 2012 - Montenegro, 6 June 2012, available at: 
http://www.refworld.org/docid/4fd5dd293e.html [accessed 10 May 2013] 
58Montenegro – media and freedom of expression after EC’s progress report 2010, 29 September 2011 
http://www.monitor.co.me/index.php?option=com_content&view=article&id=2905:montenegro--media-and-freedom-of-
expression-after-ecs-progress-report-2010-&catid=1691:in-english&Itemid=2914 
59IPI condemns physical attach on journalist Olivera Lakic, International Press Institute, March, 2012 
http://www.ifex.org/montenegro/2012/03/08/lakic_attacked/ 
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who inflicted several injuries on Drljevic's face and body.60 
- Case of Petar Komnenic - February 2011: In 2011, journalist Petar Komnenic was 
convicted in a libel case brought by a judge following an article he wrote in the weekly 
“Monitor” in which he alleged that state prosecutors asked the police to illegally put a 
number of senior judges under surveillance. Judge Ivica Stankovic sued Komnenic for libel, 
and the court convicted him in February 2011. He was ordered to pay a fine of 3,000 Euro, 
or serve four months in jail.61 Komnenic refused to pay the fine, and it was converted into 
a four-month prison sentence.62 
- Case of Zeljko Ivanovic - September 2010/2007: On September 24, 2010, Zeljko 
Ivanovic, one of “Vijesti's” founders, and several other journalists, received death threats 
by mail. On September 1, 2007, Zeljko Ivanovic was physically attacked by several 
assailants near a restaurant, where the newspaper was celebrating its 10th anniversary.63 
In his comment immediately afterwards, Ivanovic called the attack “a greeting card” from 
Milo Djukanovic. As a result of this statement, in September 2007, Milo Djukanovic sued 
“Vijesti” and its director Zeljko Ivanovic for 1 million Euro, claiming damage to his 
reputation after statements saying Djukanovic and his family were responsible for an 
assault on Ivanovic. On 19 May 2008, a court in Podgorica ordered “Vijesti”and Ivanovic to 
pay Djukanovic 20,000 Euro. 64 
- Case of Mihailo Jovović – 2009: In 2009, the editor-in-chief of the daily “Vijesti”, Mihailo 
Jovović, and photojournalist Boris Pejović were assaulted and threatened with a gun by the 
mayor of Podgorica and his son while covering a story on the mayor's illegal parking. The 
Mayor was fined 400 Euro for misdemeanor, but was not charged with assaulting “Vijesti” 
journalists and instigating the attack. The Mayor suffered no political consequences and 
was publicly supported by the Prime Minister and other high ruling party officials.65 
- Case of Mladen Stojovic - May 2008: On 23 May, 2008, Mladen Stojovic, a journalist with 
the daily “Danas” and Belgrade correspondent of the Podgorica-based daily “Vijesti”, was 
assaulted in his apartment in the town of Bar. Beaten unconscious, he sustained severe 
injuries. The attack came five months after Stojovic had appeared on "Insider," an 
investigative series on television.66 
- Case of Andrej Nikolaidis - November 2007: In November 2007, Andrej Nikolaidis, a 
writer and journalist from the weekly “Monitor”, was fined 5,000 Euro after film director 
Emir Kusturica was found to have been defamed by an article published in June 2004. On 
appeal, the Higher Court in Podgorica increased the fine to 12,000 Euro.67 
- Assassination of Duško Jovanović – 2004: The notorious 2004 assassination of Duško 
Jovanović, editor-in-chief of the hugely popular daily newspaper “Dan”, did not result in a 
complete in on sentence. vestigation or pris
                                                       
68  
 
60Montenegro – media and freedom of expression after EC’s progress report 2010, 29 September 2011 
http://www.monitor.co.me/index.php?option=com_content&view=article&id=2905:montenegro--media-and-freedom-of-
expression-after-ecs-progress-report-2010-&catid=1691:in-english&Itemid=2914 
61 Montenegro: Journalist’s jail sentence raises media freedom concerns, Center for International Media Assistance, 9 May, 
2012.   http://cima.ned.org/montenegro-journalists-jail-sentence-raises-media-freedom-concerns 
62 United States Department of State, 2011 Country Reports on Human Rights Practices - Montenegro, 24 May 2012, available 
at: http://www.refworld.org/docid/4fc75a7c2.html [accessed 10 May 2013] - 
http://www.refworld.org/country,,,ANNUALREPORT,MNE,,4fc75a7c2,0.html 
63SEEMO Condemns Recurring Attacks on Montenegrin Daily Vijesti, Second Attack in Two Weeks Has International Community 
Concerned, International Press Institute, July 2011 
 http://www.freemedia.at/home/singleview/article/seemo-condemns-recurring-attacks-on-montenegrin-daily-vijesti.html 
64State of Media Freedom in Montenegro, Observations and Recommendations, OSCE, Representative of freedom of Media,  
Miklos Haraszti, November 2008.http://www.osce.org/fom/34933 
65Montenegro – media and freedom of expression after EC’s progress report 2010, 29 September 2011 
http://www.monitor.co.me/index.php?option=com_content&view=article&id=2905:montenegro--media-and-freedom-of-
expression-after-ecs-progress-report-2010-&catid=1691:in-english&Itemid=2914 
66State of Media Freedom in Montenegro, Observations and Recommendations, OSCE, Representative of freedom of Media,  
Miklos Haraszti, November 2008.http://www.osce.org/fom/34933 
67 ibid.  
68Freedom House, Nations in Transit 2012 - Montenegro, 6 June 2012, available at: 
http://www.refworld.org/docid/4fd5dd293e.html [accessed 10 May 2013] 
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4.3. Misbalance Between Fines Given To Journalists and Fines Given for Insulting 
Journalists 
 
As already mentioned above, in August 2009, the mayor of Podgorica and his son attacked a 
deputy editor in chief and a photo reporter from “Vijesti” after the reporter photographed 
the mayor’s illegally parked car. In January 2010 a court fined the mayor with 400 Euro for 
insulting the journalists during the incident.69 
Furthermore, the journalist and the cameraman from “Vijesti” Television and a photo 
reporter from the daily “Vijesti” newspaper were physically assaulted while filming at a 
location in Niksic. Police arrested three persons following the attack. The prosecutor of 
Niksic Basic Court filed criminal charges against one of the attackers, the Court of Offence 
fined another 560 Euro for insulting the reporters, and the third person was acquitted.70 
It is important to compare and contrast these two figures - 400 Euro and 560 Euro –with 
fines that are given to journalists for their professional activities and for investigative 
journalism they are conducting. Fines given to journalists amount up to 5000 Euro 
(even 20 000 Euro in Ivanovic’s case). This is 10 times more than the fine given to 
perpetrators who physically assault journalists, which is certainly more severe crime 
than defamation.   
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
                                                        
69http://www.freedomhouse.org/report/freedom-press/2011/montenegro 
70 United States Department of State, 2011 Country Reports on Human Rights Practices - Montenegro, 24 May 2012,  
available at: http://www.refworld.org/docid/4fc75a7c2.html [accessed 10 May 2013] - 
http://www.refworld.org/country,,,ANNUALREPORT,MNE,,4fc75a7c2,0.html 
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5. Opinions and Observations of Leading Montenegrin Journalists  
 
 
5.1. Milka Tadic Mijovic – Executive Director, Weekly “Monitor” 
 
Milka Tadic Mijovic is a director of the “Monitor” – a leading weekly magazine in 
Montenegro. In an interview conducted in June 2013 she declared that that the 
government of Montenegro is trying in every way to damage media economically and make 
them pay high fines. 
 
She emphasised that the media situation in Montenegro is developing very slowly and 
highlighted the large damages which are awarded against journalists. “Even though 
defamation is decriminalized, the tools for suppressing free media are still in place: the 
fines against journalists are still a problem. Media suppression was a big problem before 
decriminalizing defamation, and it remains problematic even now - only little changed.” – 
mentions Milka Tadic Mijovic.71 
 
Milka Tadic Mijovic also asserts that fines against journalist are often not-grounded and the 
court ordering the fine is neither clear in stating the reasons why it ordered the fine for 
nor how they calculated the amount. 
 
Therefore, she believes that court judgments themselves are against freedom of expression 
and are not good quality judgments. “So here is another problem, which is linked to the 
problem of freedom of expression – the lack of independent judiciary.  Montenegro 
does not have an independent judiciary which will produce judgments taking into 
consideration Montenegrin reality, international standards, as well as the facts of the case. 
Having an independent judiciary can make a change and solve the problem of unreasonable 
fines for “mental suffering” cases against journalists.” – states Milka Tadic Mijovic.72 
 
She further underlined that the professionalism of journalists can 
be questionable in Montenegro, a lot of media outlets are not doing their job well and this 
situation should be improved.  “However, from “Monitor’s” experience, mostly 
professional journalists are attacked, journalist who are involved in investigative 
journalism and who provide good quality reports on the issues of public interest.  They 
are targeted because of their writings and investigations.  
 
Even though we try to be objective and balanced in all of our publications.” – declared 
Milka Tadic Mijovic. She also emphasised the importance of following the judgments of the 
ECHR in calculating the exact fines for journalists and that fines should be decided on a 
case-by-case basis taking into consideration international standards and good practices.  
  
 
5.2. Zeljko Ivanovic – Director of Daily “Vijesti” 
 
Zeljko Ivanovic is the director of the daily newspaper “Vijesti”, which is one of the most 
prominent newspapers in Montenegro. He underlined while interviewing that he has a 
personal experience of suffering for his work/writings. As already mentioned above, he was 
physically attacked in 2007 and he received death threats in 2010.  
 
“If you ask me how we survived, then the answer is: I do not know. Government officials 
try to destroy us financially.  They see us as enemies and they want to show us that they 
have power. They realised that they cannot destroy all of us physically, because it will 
cause the international community to have a very negative attitude towards the ruling 
                                                        
71Milka Tadic Mijovic, a director of weekly “Monitor”, interview, 24 June, 2013 
72 ibid.  
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party in Montenegro, so they are trying to harm us financially step by step. It’s a tragic-
comic situation.”- states Zeljko Ivanovic.73 
 
He further asserts that: “it became a type of business for public servants to sue the 
media and then get substantial amount of money as compensation. And this action is 
strongly encouraged by the government of Montenegro. Even though the situation 
improved after defamation was decriminalized, it improved very insignificantly and though 
it changed formally, the general tendency towards the press remains the same.  It is 
important that defamation is no longer a criminal offence, although it is not enough to 
make a difference.”74 
 
Zeljko Ivanovic believes that freedom of expression will continue to be violated in 
Montenegro unless the current government changes, since the current government has 
never expressed a political will to change the situation and to coexist with a functional 
media.  He further adds that the professional standards of “Vijesti’s” journalists are high 
and they usually check every piece of information published carefully. As for some 
mistakes, “even the “New York Times” makes some mistakes, they publish corrections 
of articles from time to time. That is normal in a daily work like publishing. If 
appellants find mistakes in our articles and they provide the proof that information we 
published is in fact wrong, we will apologize and we will correct it. We are ready to 
cooperate. But again the aim is to damage us financially, so of course they will not talk 
with us.” – states Ivanovic.  
 
Zeljko Ivanovic emphasises certain types of pressures that Montenegrin free media gets 
nowadays: 1. Physical attacks; 2. Financial attacks; 3. Refusal to advertise – the 
Government of Montenegro, local municipalities, public companies and private companies 
close to the Government do not advertise in “Vijesti” and consequently, every year 
“Vijesti” loses almost 1 million Euro income. 4. Campaigning against “Vijesti”- hate speech 
and verbal propaganda which government does through media controlled by them.  
 
To ensure the safety of journalists and materials kept in the office, “Vijesti” now uses the 
service of a security company, which is again another extra financial cost for them – the 
security company’s service costs “Vijesti” 60 000 Euro every year, which is a lot of money 
in Montenegro. Zeljko Ivanovic himself has a bodyguard because he does not feel safe 
talking into consideration his experience during the last several years.  
                                                        
73Zeljko Ivanovic, Director and one of the founders of daily “Vijesti”, interview, 26 June, 2013 
74 ibid.  
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6. Conclusion and Recommendations 
 
 
Bearing the above-mentioned details in mind, it is obvious that freedom of expression in 
Montenegro faces a lot of obstacles and is far from being perfect. In a democracy, 
journalists should not be fined for being critical and if fined, fines should be reasonable, 
taking into consideration the annual income of journalists. If Montenegro truly aspires to 
join the European Union, the attitude towards free press must be changed. 
 
These recommendations are addressed to relevant stakeholders including the judiciary and 
executive branch of government in Montenegro and are aimed at the improvement of the 
freedom of press in Montenegro.  
 
1. Authorities in Montenegro should enable media professionals their fundamental right 
to report openly and without fear of punishment, fines, insults or repressions in any 
way.  
2. The Montenegrin judiciary should be very careful in deciding the amounts of fines 
for journalist since unreasonably big fines is a restriction on freedom of expression.  
3. Frequent cases of impunity and lack of prosecution for those who attack the media 
should stop; judicial process on cases against journalists should be transparent and 
open.  
4. When a crime against freedom of expression occurs, Montenegro should launch an 
independent, speedy and effective investigation, with a view to bringing to trial 
perpetrators of these crimes. All crimes committed against journalist should be fully 
investigated – perpetrators as well as the ones who ordered these crimes should be 
punished. 75 
5. Fines for libel should be reformed according to international free speech standards 
deriving from the jurisdiction of the European Court of Human Rights; 
6. Fines to journalists should be proportionate to the gravity of the offence; 
7. Government officials should come under a different type of scrutiny than that 
accorded to ordinary citizens since they are in the sphere of public interest. To ensure 
free discussion of public issues, only reckless libel should be the basis for high officials 
to claim infringement of personality rights.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
                                                        
75This is a part of its international human rights obligations and commitments, that are enshrined in recently adopted June 
2012 Joint Declaration on Crimes against Freedom of Expression. 
ttp://www.oas.org/en/iachr/expression/showarticle.asp?artID=905&lID=1 h
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